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APPLICANT: Paul Rolke
ADDRESS: 812 EDGECLIFF TER

VARIANCE REQUESTED: The applicant has requested a variance to decrease the
minimum rear yard setback requirement of Section 25-2-492 (D) from 10 feet to 6
feet for a 15 foot existing section of the residence and from 10 feet to 0 feet for
the deck in order to erect an addition to and change the use of an existing duplex
residential use to a single-family residence in an “SF-3-NP”, Family Residence —
Neighborhood Plan zoning district.

MOTION TO GRANT BY BOARD MEMBER VOM OHLEHN, SECONDED BY BOARD
MEMBER WHALEY, VOTE 7-0; GRANTED

FINDING:
1. The Zoning regulations applicable to the property do not aliow for a reasonable use
because: SF3 zoning does not allow reasonable development to occur on a small,

shallow, irregularly shaped lot that is adjacent to a Greenbelt area which was platted
in 1913,

2. (a) The hardship for which the variance is requested is unique to the property in that:
Extremely shallow lot: 71 ft. on one side, 46 fi. on the other due to curve of road.
Conseguently, no back yard except for 10 ft. setback; three live ocaks (16.5 to 30
inches in diameter) at NW corner occupy some of the limited build able space.

(b) The hardship is not general to the area in which the property is located because:
other lots in the area are substantially larger, are not irregular due to curving street

3. The variance will not alter the character of the area adjacent to the property, will not
impair the use of adjacent conforming property, and will not impair the purpose of



the regulations of the zoning district in which the property is located because: at rear
and on SE, lot adjoins city park which cannot be built on

The applicant has requested a variance to increase the maximum impervious
coverage requirement of Section 25-2-492 (D) from 45% (63% existing) to 48% in
order to erect an addition to and change the use of an existing duplex residential

use to a single-family residence in an “$F-3-NP”, Family Residence -
Neighborhood Plan zoning district.

MOTICN TO POSTPONE BY BOARD MEMBER WHALEY, SECOMNDED EY BOARD
MEMBER VOMN OHLEN, VOTE 7-0; POSTPONED TO JUME 14, 20140

FINDING:

1. The Zoning regulations applicable to the property do not allow for a reasonable use
because:

2. (a) The hardship for which the variance is requested is unigue to the property in that;
{b) The hardship is not general to the area in which the property is located because:

3. The variance will not alter the character of the area adjacent to the property, will not
impair the use of adjacent conferming property, and will not impair the purpose of
the regulations of the zoning district in which the property is located because:

The applicant has requested a variance to decrease the minimum lot size
requirement of Section 25-2-492 (D) from 5,750 square feet to 5,681 square feet in
order to erect an addition to an change to the use of an existing duplex
residential use to a single-family residence in an “SF-3-NP”, Family Residence —
Neighborhood Plan zoning district.

MOTION TO GRANT BY BOARD MEMBER VON CHLEN, SECONED BY BOARD
MEMBER VON OHLERN, VOTE 7-0;, GRANTED

FINDING:

1. The Zoning regulations applicable to the property do not allow for a reasonable use
because: lot platted in 1813, always single family designation not change of use

2. (a) The hardship for which the variance is requested is unique to the property in that:
odd lot configuration

(b) The hardship is not general to the area in which the property is located because:
all other lots are somewhat different in the area

3. The variance will not alter the character of the area adjacent to the property, wilt not
impair the use of adjacent conforming property, and wili not impair the purpose of



the regulations of the zoning district in which the property is located because: always
intended to be that size and configuration of the original subdivision plat.

The applicant has requested a variance to increase the maximum floor to area
ratio requirement of Subchapter F; Article 2; Subsection 2.1 from .4 to 1.0 to .49 to
1.0 in order to maintain (209 square feet) and add (281 square feet) in order to
erect an addition to and change the use of an existing duplex residential use to a

single-family residence in an “SF-3-NP”, Family Residence — Neighborhood Plan
zoning district

MOTION TO POSTPONE BY BOARD MEMBER WHALEY, SECONDED BY BOARD
MEMBER VON OHLEN, VOTE 7-); POSTPONED TO JUNE 14, 2010

FINDING:

1. The Zoning regulations applicable to the property do not allow for a reasonable use
because:

2. (a) The hardship for which the variance is requested is unigue to the property in that:
{(b) The hardship is not general to the area in which the property is located hecause:
3. The variance will not alter the character of the area adjacent to the property, will not

impair the use of adjacent conforming property, and will not impair the purpose of
the regulations of the zoning district in which the property is located because:

b&www ‘E (Mg Ty
Susan Walker Leane Heldenfels U
Executive Liaison Chairman



Written comments must be submitted to the beard or commission (or the
contact person isted on the notice) before or at a public hearing. Your
comments should inchude the name of the board or commission, or Council; the
scheduted date of the public hearing; the Case Number; and the contact person
lisied on the notice,

PUBLIC HEARING INFORMATION

Althongh applicants andfor their agent(s) are expected to attend a public
hearing, you are not required o attend. However, if you do attend, you
have the opportunity to spesk FOR or AGAINST the proposed
development or change. You may also contact a neighborhood or
environmental organization that has expressed an interest in an
application affecting your neighborhood.

Case Number: C15-2010-(3009, 812 Edgecliff Terrace
Contaci:  Snsan Walker, (512) 974-2202

Public Hearing:

Board of Adjustment, April 12, 2010

During a public hearing, the board or commission may postpone or
continue an application’s hearing to a later date, or recommend approval
or denial of the application. If the board or commission announces a

- ¢ <
o ) _ ) L . o )
specific date and time for a postponement or continuation that is not later _.:h o% q_lm‘u __ £ 1 £ mﬂ_‘. “ﬁL_\M A

than 68 days from the announcement, ro further notice is required. - . ,
Your Name (please print)

- . - - " o . . w:..\m . \u L .
A board or commission m.mmﬂmas may be &Em&mm _ﬁ a person with m 5 m Mmu feap } M \M\..““Dr ey

standing to appeal, or an interested party that is identified as a person who

can appeal the decision. The body holding a public hearing on an appeal Your addresstes) ffected b lis application «

will determine whether a person has standing to appeal the decision. JN\ T\ W_# &
AL e & Ll st ot e—1

An interested party is defined as a person who is the applicant or record .u wﬁ:ﬂ:...m Dte

owner of the subject property, or who communicates an interest to a

/ =770
board or commissian by: MH r\ mﬁ \.w\
« delivering a written statement to the board cr commission before or ﬁa_ﬂ:_m:.”u N ktm \,” m h_u ﬁ\w\ \\ m & \N\ % \MVF.N\

during the public hearing that generally ideutifies the issues of
concern i mayv be defivered to the contact persen listed on a
neice); or
« appearing and speaking for the record at the public hearing
and:
« occupies a primary residence that is within 500 feet of the subject
property or proposed development;
« is the record owner of property within 500 feet of the subject property
or proposed development; or
« is an officer of an environmental or neighborhood organization that
has an interest in or whose declared boundaries are within 500 feet of
the subject property or proposed development.

Daytime Telephone:

‘e

A notice of appeal must be filed with the director of the responsible If you use this form 1o comment, it may be returned to:
department no tater than 10 days afier the decision. An appeal form may City of Austin-Planning & Development Review Department/ 2™ Floor
be available from the responsible depariment, /0 Susan Walker
P. 0. Box 1038
For additionat information on the City of Austin’s land development Auwstin, TX 78767-8810

process, visit our web site: www.ci.austinx.us/development.




PUBLIC HEARING INFORMATION

Althouph applicants and/or their ageni(s} are expected to aitend a public
hearing, vou are not required to attend. However, if you do attend, you
have the opportunity to speak FOR or AGAINST the proposed
development or change. You may also conlact a neighborhood or
environmental erganization that has expressed an interest in an
application affecting your neighborhood.

During a public hearing, the board or commission may postpone OF
continue an application’s hearing to a later date, or recommend approval
or denial of the application. I the board or commission announces a
specific date and time for a postponement or continuation that is not later
than 60 days rom the announcement, no further notice is required.

A board or commission’s decision may be appealed by a person with
standing to appeal, or an interested party that is identified as a person who
can appeal the decision. The body holding a public hearing on an appeal
will determine whether a person has stonding to appeal the decision.

An interested party is defined as a person who is the applicant or record
owner of the subject property, or who communicates an interest {o a

board or commission by:
« delivering a written statement to the beard or commission before or

during the public hearing that generally identifies the issues of
concer fit may be delivered to the contact person listed on a
mpafice}; or
+  appearing and speaking for the record at the public hearing;
and:
» occupies a primary residence that is within 500 feet of the subject
property or proposed development;
» is the record owner of property within 3060 feet of the subject property
or proposed development; or
« is an officer of an environmental or neighborhood orgamization that
has an interest in or whose declared boundaries are within 500 feet of
the subject property or proposed development.

A nolice of appeal must be filed with the director of the responsible
department no later than 10 days after the decision. An appeal form may
be available from the responsible department.

For additional information on the City of Austin’s land development
process, visit our web site: www.ci.austin.x.us/development.
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Writien comments musk be submitted to the board or commission {or the
contact person lsted on the notice) before or at a public hearing. Your
comments should include the name of the board or commission, or Council; the
scheduled date of the public hearing; the Case Number; and the contact person

listed on the notice,

Case Number: C15-2010-0009, 8§12 Edpecliff Terrace
Contact: Susan Walker, (312) 974-2202

Pubtic Hearing:

Board of Adjustment, April 12, 2010
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TS am in favor

L Labject.

{omiments:

If vou use this form to comment, it may be returned to:

City of Austin-Planning & Development Review Bepartment/ 2" Floor
C/O Susan Walker
P. O Box 1088
Ausiin, TX 78767-8810




Existing Lot Sizes
Combined Planning Area

Legal Lots
AREA

Less than 2,500 sf

| 2,500 to 4,000 sf

§ 4,000 to 5,750 sf
L 5 750 to 7,000 sf

PR 7,000 to 10,000 sf

_,_ 10,000 sfto 1 acre

iﬁﬁ_—l Greater than 1 acre

: Lot Size " Wumber
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Tatal: 1585 L 134148758
avg 3y it
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Walker, Susan

—
From: Sarah Campbell [sarahecampbell@earthlink, net] \ ‘
Sent: Wednesday, April 07, 2010 1:55 PM ___;;Mﬂ"'
To: Walker, Susan ,
Ce: Jean Mather, Teresa Griffin; Claudette Lowe; prolke@earthlink net

Subject: C15-2010-0009 812 Edgecliff Terrace

Dear Toard of Adjustment Mombers:

On Monday, April b, 201C, during cur regularly scheduled menthly meeting, mombars of South
River ity Citizens (SRCC) MNelghborhood Rssociablon reviewed this case. We heard from Lhe
applicant and from cur awn foning & Planning Standing Committec meombers belore rendering

A4 majority vote AGAINSY a1l variances vequested for this properly.

SRCC was not convinced of hardship.

Thank you very mich *or sericusly censideoring our input.
Sincerely,

Sarah Campbell, President
SRCC

¢t Susan Walker, COA
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BOARD of ADTUSTMENT

L Introduction:

A We seck multiple variances. While the vartances are individually straight-
forward, peripheral issues complicate the situation, requiring this lengthy explanatory
document.

1. We feel the proposed development perfectly exemplifies the type of
situation requiring intervention from the Board of Adjustment. Given the unigue
property constraints, a strict “by the book™ application of the rules would unfairly
deny privileges afforded other owners, whereas granting the vartances would
conserve the ntent of the regulation while improving the character of the adjacent
areas and causing no impairment of use,

2. Some of you will prefer to look al the basic information , that information -
is presented in the application and will be reviewed in my five minute

presentation. For those of you, like me, who want 1o know all the details, you will
find them m this document. Specifically in:

a) The variance request form,
b) Summarv: at I below,
c) Scope of Project: at I'V below

d) Cur Argument: at V. below, and
e) The attached exhibits.

3. In hopes of making this document easier to navigate | have formatted it as
an outline, That way you can track through it at the level of capital letiers (A, B,
C...} and read decper into the sub topics where you want more information.

B. A Procedural Request

1. I believe I have provided sufficient information 1o deal with the
complexities. It will help me avoid getting overwhelmed and confused, and, I
think, improve the efficiency of the board's deliberations 1f we all make an earnest
effort 1o, at least inidally, fully explore one topic or aspect at a time and then
move to the next.
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I1. Chanpes Proposed for the remodel] and addition will:
A Convert an existing duplex to a single-family home,
B, Create a contemporary house, a better fit 1o the surrounding neighborhood,

C. Alter a redbrick ranch-style fagade which mismatches every other house on the

sireet,

D. Minimize the impacts of a previous and somewhat coarse second-story addition,
E. Reduce the footprint of the existing home except for adding a front porch,

F. Significantly decrease the existing impervious cover but not below the 45%
standard,

G. Reduce existing noncompliant features except the FAR.

I,  Sunumary:

A, QOur request is consistent with the enabling ordinance for the board of adjustment
in that we propose a reasonablc use, present unique hardships, do not alter the character
of adjacent properties, and do not impair adjacent uses.

L. It is conststent with the McMansion ordinance in that our proposed house
is "compatible in scale and bulk with the existing neighborhood".

2. It is consistent with the Travis Heights neighborhood plan in that it
respects the neighborhood character, is a compatible and complementary use, and
it enhances the strectscape.

B. We start with an existing duplex which, as built, is noncompliant with the
regulations underlying each of the five variances we seck, The application sumimarizes
these noncompliant aspects of the house.

1. Qur plans will increase the compliance of three out of the five but does not
cure them.

2. The proposed addition will add 281 net sg.ft. to the existing house,
resulting in a FAR of 49%.

3, The lot size is substandard by 1% and will not be changed.

C. The proposed house is smaller than the average house on the street and the
average of the four closest houses.,
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i It i also smaller than the legal development allowed on the average lot in
Travis Heights.

D, The lot is bounded on two sides by city parkland. The abutting house on the third
side 18 noncompliant with respect to each of the variances which we seek.

1. The two houses across the street are 21% and 87% larger than the
proposed house.

E. By adding a porch, subtracting from the front of the house, and adding at the rear
ol the house, we arc improving the it of the house to the neighborhood.

1. We cannot identify any way in which our plans will adversely affect
anvonc.

Iv. Scope of Project : See Bxbhibits HY thru M8

A. The existing Duplex floor plan is shown at the top of Exhibit H1. As built, it is
2,509 sq.fl. Existing FAR is 44% or 209 sq 11, over the 40% allowed by current
regulations,

B. Jhe lotis 5,681 sa.ft. 40% of 5,681 152,272 sq.ii. All of our FAR calculations
arc based on the 2,300 sq.f. allowed (McMansion, Subchapter F, Article 1 § 2.1.), 2
difference of 1%.

C. Plans call for demolishing the front corner of the boxy two-story addition done in
the late 90s, as well as the squared off second-story of that addition, replacing it with a
pitched roof - the top of which will be approximately the same height as the existing flat
roof. The demolition will result in a decrease of 209 sq.f. applicable to the FAR.

D. Our plans (see Exhibit H1) call for a sccond Aoor addition of 450 sq.ft. on the
rear of the house,

E. Thus, gur addition will result in a net increase of 5% or 281 sq.fl. applicable to the
FAR. The proposed house will be 2.790 sa.f1. with a FAR of 49%.

F, The existing impervious cover is 3,356 square [eet or 539% which is 14% over the
45% limit. We intend to reduce impervious cover to 48% or 2,717 square fect, still 3% or
161 sq.ft. over the limit; this is a reduction of 20% total or 80% of the exceedance. Sce
Exhibit 9.

G. We arc asking to maintain an existing 4 fi, deep x 12 . wide two-story protrusion
of the house which encroaches into the 10 [ rear setback, See Exhibit 13,
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H. We are also asking to maintain part of an existing rear wooden deck, which |
currently extends from the rear of the house to beyond the property line, We will remove
that part of the deck which is off the property. The remainder is almost completely
within the rear setback, thus a variance is needed. Sce Exhibit H6

V. Cur Arpument:

A. As we read the ordinance, the intent of having a Variance Board is to address
cases where a planned development meets the spirit and intent of the ordinance, but
unique attributes of the property cause a “by the book™ application of the rules 1o unfairly
deny privileges aftorded other owners, the board may then grant a variance from the
literal application of the particular regulation, so long as the intent of the regulation is

conserved.
1. We believe the variances we are requesting fit precisely within these
parameters.

B. The following items apply more or less globally (o all of the variances, in that

each use that the board allows should conform to the intent of the ordinance,

C. Intent of the Regulation is Conserved: The attached exhibits (N1-N10) include
pictures of the other houses along Edgecliff and clearly show that the proposed house is
compatible with the immediate arca and the neighborhood as a whole; and with respect to
guch variance sought, it is consistent with the intent of the applicable regulations.

1. Reasonable use:  considering the specific attributes of the property and
the surrounding uses, what we're proposing is a reasonable use of 1 SF-3 zoned lot
in this location,

2. special Privileges: while granting the variances will legalize some
noncompliant elements of the house, we do not believe it would grant us any
special privileges.

3. Unigue Hardship: each hardship cited below is unique to the property.

4. Alter the Character of the Arca Adjacent: in so far as our plans alter the
character of the area adjacent to the property, we believe it is an improvement,
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5. 13 Anyone Harmed? - Impair the Usc of Adjacent Property: depending
upon how strictly you define "adjacent”, there are no properties developed in
compliance with the City requirements adjacent to the subject property. We
cannot identify any neighbors who would be harmed in any way by the
implernentation of our plans, including impairing in any way the uses of their
property which they currently enjoy.,

6. Impair the Purposes of the Repulations: becausc the hardships under
which the variances are sought are unique to the property, granting these
variances should not establish a precedent harmiul to the purpose of the
regulations.

Lot Size:  All of the variances we are seeking relate {0 our primary hardship,

which is the small and irregularly shaped lot (Exhibit H0). It is extremely shallow: 71 i,
ot one side, 46 ft on the other (due to curve of road). Consequently, there is no back yard
gxcept for the 10 fi. sctbhack.

1. Because this information is relevant to all of the variances sought, T will
provide details about the lot, the abutting and nearby uses, and the neighborhood
as a whole. Then | will address each varianece in turn.

2. By our calculations (Exhibit A3 and A4), the average lot size in Vravis
Heights is £8.500 Sa.FL. The average lot size on Edaceliff'is 11,144 Sq.Ft.
(Exihibit AS) The average lot size of the 4 closest houses is 7.911 sq.f,
(Exhkibit AS) Those average size lots are respectively 530%, 96%, and 39%
larger than the 5, 681 sq.ft. subject ot

3. While Exhibit A5 lists the FAR of the other houses on Edgecliff, I
encourage you to morce or less ignore those numbers, except insofar as they show
that some of my neighbors are also noncompliant with respect to FAR. A
substantial part of our argument is that using the one-size-fits-all FAR as the only
metric to determine compatibility is erroncous when applied to this small irregular
lot

a) Instead, you are anthorized to agsess the actual neighborhood and
make your own determination as o whether the project is compatible and
conforms to the intent of the regulations,

(1} We encourage you to compare the size and bulk of the
proposed house to the size and bulk of the surrounding houses,

(2) and o compare it to the actual look and feel of the other
houses in the area.
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(3)  Ifyou determinc that our proposed house is compatible,
then the only remaining question is “does the project impair the
use of adjacent property developed in compliance with the City
requirements?”

Adjacent Uses: Sce Exhibit A2

1.

2.

The subject property is surrounded on two sides by city parkland.

a) At the rear of the property, about 4 fect beyond the property line,
there is an approximately 35 foot cliff, This ensures that the two non
compliant features at the rear of the property will have virtually zero
impact on the adjoining city land.

The only abutting property (808 Edgeclifl) is noncompliant with respect to

all of the variances we are seeking. It is therefore expressly excluded as a point of
comparison regarding "impaired use".

a) Our plans actually reduce any negative impact on this adjoining
property resulting from the noncompliant features.

Area Character:

1.

We think our argument that the proposed house is compatible in scale and

bulk is valid on its face when applied to the nearby houses on the street.

2.

a) The McMansion ordinance appears to seek compatibility at the
neighborhood scale.  The Board of Adjustment enabling ordinance
focuses more on the immediate vicinity, referring to effects on adjacent
properties.

b) Compatibility at the neighborhood scale is difficult {0 assess. This
house would be far less compatible on one of the quaint bungalow lined
streets up the hill, but would fit perfectly on other streets in the
neighborhood.

Far this case, consider giving more than usual weight to the immediate

vicinity vs. the neighborhood as a whole for the following reasons:

a) the character and {eel of the SRCC neighborhood varies from one
subsection of the neighborhood to another.

b) EdgeclifT is separated from the rest of the neighborhood by a major
thoroughtare — Riverside,
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¢} I is completely surrounded by park land,
d) About 170 ft. past the subject property the street dead ends.
) Consequently, the impact of Edgeclifl development on the rest of

the neighborhood is minimized.

Addressing Fach Variance in Turn,

Al Substandard [ot: Exhibit F 10 is from the original 1913 Travis Heights plat,
zoomed in to show the intersection of Edgecliff and Alta Vista with lot # 16 clearly
visible and just like it is today.

1. While the lot is 1% below the standard for the proposed single-family use,
for its current use as a duplex it is it is more undersized (substandarder?).

2. I have not looked very deeply into the issues surrounding a substandard
Lot but I'm assuming that 1f 1t was a lepal lot before any of us were born, it still is,
and the 2, 300 sq. ft .provision of McMansion, Subchapter F, Article 1 § 2.1
applies.

-

3. As long as you're looking at it, note that the plat, in contrast to the TCAD
map, clearly shows that AltaVista does not exist on the lake side of Edgecliff Ter,

B. FAR: Given alot substantially smaller than others in the arca, strict application
of FAR as the sole measure of “compatibility in scale and bulk with the existing
neighborhood”, deprives me of the privilege enjoyed by other owners in the area to have
a 2,790 sq.ft. or larger houge,

1. The FAR is a pretty good tool for determining, in general, if a given
property meets the standard of “cormpatibility in scalc and bulk with the existing
neighborhood™. We argue that a measure based only on lot size exceeds the intent
of the regulation in this case, and given the minimal impact on the existing uses
adjacent to and in the vicinity of the praperty, it unfairly limits the development
of this property.

2 The RRCC could grant this variance, of less than 25%, based solely on
compatibility without considering hardship,
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3. The right column of the "Lot Size" table in Exhibit AG compares the
square footage of the proposed project to the allowed house sq.ft. for the average
sized lot 1.) in the subdivision, 2.) on the street, and 3.) adjacent to the
praperty. In each case, it shows that the allowed development on the average Lot
exceeds the square footage of our proposed house.

4. Exhibit A7 shows the size of our proposed house compared to the size of
the other houses on Edgecliff. And Exhibit AS calculates the average housc size
of the nine other houses on Edgecliff and the four closest houses,

a) Qur proposed 2,790 sq.11. house is 341 sq.ft smaller than the
average of the 10 houses on Edgecliff and 839 sq.ft. smaller (han the
average of the four closest houses, one of which is on a half tot,

b) Note that we seek to cxceed legal FAR less than 25% based on
cither 40% of the actual lot size or 2,300 sq.{L

c) It is also worth noting that the square footage used to calculate
FAR for the other houses is based, in most cases, on TCAD numbers,
which notoriously undercount actual square footage

5. The exhibits N1 through N10 are a tour of the street.  They include
photographs, FAR calculations, and lot size for all of the other houses on the
street. They show that our proposal is compatible with respect to bulk and scale.
Please review them.

a) The top of Exhibit N3 includes a 360° panorama taken from the
street in front of the property. Tt shows that the existing property and the
proposed addition are dwarfed in terms of scale and bulk by the two
houses across the street.

b) Note that 1000 AltaVista is setback only 10 feet from the right of
way on Edgecliff. But its 25 foot setback from AltaVista, combined with
the widening of the road at the Edgecli{T intersection opens up the
streetscape in front of the subject property; in Europe it would qualify as a
plaza. The subject property, in this context, seems relatively small and
sufficiently distant from the street.

6. If we are not harming anyone, and we are compatible with respect to bulk
and scale, we ought to be able to develop a house which is below average for the
subdivision, street, and adjacent properties, but exceeds the 40% FAR standard.
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C.

Impervious Cover: The small lot and the footprint of the existing duplex make

compliance with the impervious cover standard extremely challenging. We are
significantly reducing existing non-compliance, $ee Exhibit H9.

D,

1. We have not donc absolutely everything possible, but argue that
demolishing more of the cxisting structure would create an unreasonable burden,
a8 would demolishing the very substantial rear deck, And we feel that the
addition of a front porch is a positive contribution to the character of the
neichborhood.

2, The remalning impervious cover, less than 3% over the 45% limit, should
be mitigated by the existence of undeveloped park Jand on two sides of the lot.

Existing 4 ft. deep x 12 fl. wide protrusion of the house, which encroaches into

the 10 f. rear setback,

E.

1. Our plans will reduce the impact this existing feature has on the adjoining
property by
a) cutting ofT the corner of the protrusion nearest to the abutting

property, and

b) moving in the second story external wail, which faces the abutting
property, farther from the property line, creating a small uncovered deck
on the second story. See exhibit Hi

2 A simple way to justify this variance is to note that the footprint of the
protrusion is more than offset by the adjacent portion of the legal buildable area
occupied by three live oaks (20 to 30 inches in diameter). See exhibit B3

3. We are dramatically reducing the bulk of the previous addition in terms of
what will be seen and felt from the street by,

a} taking 6'7" off the rigit side of the garage and twpering back at 45°
to the front wall of the original house.

b) On the remaining garage fagade we are removing the boxy second
floor and replacing it with a pitched rocf, the top of which will be roughly
the same height as the existing flat roof.,

c) Sce the difference in the Exhibits H3 and H7

Existing Deck:
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1. As built, the deck extends beyond the properly line. We will remove that
part of the deck which encroaches on the city parkland.

2. We are asking to maintain the remainder of the deck (600 sq.ft.), very
nearly all of which encroaches into the rear lot sethack.

-

3. The only privatcly owned abutting property (808) has a housc which
encroaches bevond the rear property line approximately 5-13 fi. with 2 concrete
porch encroaching an additional 8 ft. bevond the house, Therefore it is not a
conforming property in regard to the specific variance requested here. See
exhibit A9

4. The adjacent property at the rear, and along the southeast edge of the lot is
city parkland. See Exhibit A2,

a) Approximately 4 feet beyond the rear property line is a roughly 35
foot cliff down to Lady Bird Lake,

b Thus, adverse impact on this adjacent property is virtually
eliminated,

5. The Only other house on the same side of Edgecliff is approx. 160 ft. from
the subject lot and also has no back yard except for the rear setback and the
setback is completely covered with a 100% impervious poreh. Sce exhibit A9

6. There are only three lots on the lake side of EdgeclifT.
a) They are all very shallow compared to other lots in the area.
b) In cach case the houses are built 10 feet or less from the rear lot

line with a back porch behind the housc occupying the rear set back area,

(1) On these three lots, which arc unique in adjoining the
parkland and overlooking the lake, it appears that, in Iue of a
backyard, common practice is to have a back porch in the setback
arca and treat the parkland and the Lake cssentially as back yard.

(2) A sample of only three lots is hardly sufficient to define
something as common practice in an area, but it is technically
universal practice {or the houses on the lake side of Edgecliff.

7. As shown in Exhibit H6 the deck is very substantial.

a) Note the massively over engineered peer and beam substructure of
the deck shown in the Bottom left hand side
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Vil

8. In light of the lack of any adjacent conforming development, doing no
harm, and the substantial hell of the deck, we assert that it would create an undue
hardship to require that we demolish this existing feature,

Neighbor Approval:
A. Included in your packet, you will find sign off sheets from most of my neighbors
on Edpecliff declaring their approval for my plans.

1. There is also a map showing which neighbors have documented their
approval of my plans.

s

2 [ expect to have the approval of all of my neighbars by the date of the
board meeting,
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Existing Lot Sizes
Combined Planning Area

l.egal Lots

Less than 2,500 sf
2,500 10 4,000 sf
4,000 to 5,750 sf
5,750 t0 7,000 sf
: 7,000 to 10,000 sf
10,000 sfto 1 acre

Lot Size Nurmber RID POINT
of Lots

{2,500 - 4,000 5. P 63 4250
(1,080 - 5,750 So.Ft 132 457
{5,780 - 7,000 5. 576 B5%
17,000 - 10,000 55.7<. 833 Esa0
{10,000 - 47,560 Sa.F 1 174 o000
i Toial 1585

[ | ! Greater than 1 acre

Total

5o b
02750

677505
sev2000
53805001
140590

13415875
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812 Edgeciiff as Proposed
Compared to:
Development Allowed on
Average Lot, and
Average House

1.} in Travis Heights
2.} on Edgecliff, and
3.} Four Ciosest Houses

Travis Ten Four 81z
Heighis  Heousesen  Closest Zclzechit?

zdgecliit

S tAverageLot  40%of Ave.  Average allowed
v Sq.Ft Lot Size FAR Greater
Than Proposed
812
Travis Heighis 8,500 3,400 606
10 Houses on Edgecliff 11,144 4,458 1,664
4 Closest Houses 7,911 3,164 370
812 Edgecliil as Proposed 5,681 Proposed
Sq.Ft.
2,794
AG
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As built
2nd Floor

As built 1st Floor

Cemo

Addition

Proposed
- 1st Floor— .

2nd Floor
bu&ﬂﬂn

Proposed 2nd floor
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901 Edgecliff
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Paul Rolke has described to me his plans for 3 remadsl and addition at 812 Edpuchiff Ter. That
description includad the fallowing items:

Reviewing the elevations, site plan, and floor plan for the broposed remaode! ang addition
2. Reviewing lot slze, house slze, and floar to area ratio for other houses on Edgeclife,
3. The existing house is approximately 2509 sq.ft. an o SG81 5. ft. [ot, resulting in a floor to ares
ratio of approximately 449,

4. The addition would increase the house to 2794 ft.? with a Hoor ares ratto of approxi mately 499,

b.  The plans will maintain the existing 14 font front setback at the southeast corner of the house
and the existing covered parch ap the gasr side of the house which will be trimmed back so as
not o encroach aff the Property but witl not meet the s foot sida building setbaclk line.

7. The plans aiso call for maintaining an existing twa-story section at the rear of the house which i
approximately 15 feet wide and which protrudes into the 10 foot rear setback fine four feer,

B. The plans also maintain 2 portion of the existing wooden deck gt the rear of tha property which
encroaches on all 10 feet of the rear building setback line,

2. Presently, the impervious coverage on the property iz 63% or 1040 s0.ft. over the 459,
prescribed limit. The proposed remodel and zddition wauld reduce the impervigus coverage to
approximately 49% or 215 sq.ft. aver the limit.

10. The front facade of a somewhat unsightly two-story addition done in 1938 will be reduced in
buik and better fitted with the remal hdet of the housn, The redbrick ranch-style exterior of the
house will be changed to stonewerk or a product that simulates stonewark,

11, The addition witl al} happen on the second story {excepting the front parch), and will all happen
an the back half of the house (give or take 3 couple of feet),

I/we are the owners of the house at Etﬂé Edgc_ﬁ-\ { 'Q'Q‘ .9“57["’“: TK* .

_,Z/The Proposed remodel and addition at 817 Edgecliff Ter_ is acceptable to me, | da not believe it
will adversely affect the enjoyment or use of my property. | accegt Mr. Ralke's arpurment that he
has made an earnest effort to meet the existing zoning standards butis hampered by owning a
small lot an a street that (s dominated by significantly lorger houyses.

— The proposed remote! and addition at 842 Edgecliff 15 NQT acceptable to me for these reasons:

Signed: VMW~W Signed: ELME . KM

Print Namé.{ _\)'5-‘ e \W, K;‘L"V_‘f{‘\ Prisit I\I:il’?‘u".-:__[;'l oXio.. El %;K‘Vﬂl‘"

Date: N&{U"LQ.M ,2-’3; L0110




Paul Rolke has described to us his plans for a remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. That description
included the following items:

16.

11.

Reviewing the elevations, site plan, and floor plan for the proposed remode! and addition.
Reviewing lot size, house size, and floor to area ratio for ather houses on Edgecliff.

The existing house is approximately 2509 sq.ft. on a 5681 sq.ft. lot, resulting in a floor to area
ratio of approximately 44%.

The addition would increase the house to 2794 ft.2 with a floor area ratio of approximately 499%,
which exceeds what the McMansion ordinance allows by approximately 494 sq.ft.

The footprint of the existing house will actually be decreased slightly, except that 2 front porch
will be added. That porch will encroach into the 2% foot front sethack by approx. 5 ft. which is
allowed under the McMansion Ordinance,

The plans will maintain the existing 14 foot front sethack at the southeast corner of the house
and the existing covered parch on the east side of the house which will be trimmed back so as
not te encroach off the property but will not meet the 5 foot side building setback line.

The plans also call for maintaining an existing two-story section at the rear of the house which i
approximately 15 feet wide and which protrudes into the 10 foat rear setback line four feet.
The plans also maintain a portion of the existing wooden deck at the rear of the property which
ancroaches on all 10 feet of the rear building setback fine.

Presently, the impervious coverage on the property is §39% or 1040 sq.ft. over the 45%
prescribed limit. The proposed remodel and addition would reduce the impervipus coverage to
approximately 49% or 215 sq.ft. over the limit,

The front fagade of a somewhat unsightly two-story addition done in 1998 will be reduced in
bulk and better fitted with the remainder of the house. The redbrick ranch-style exterior of the
house will be changed to stonework or a product that simulates stonework.

The addition will all happen on the second story {excepting the front porch}, and will all happen
on the back half of the house (give or take 2 couple of feet).

We, Kay Blissett Chang and Nancy Blissett, are the owners of the house at 304 Edpec)if Terrace since
1889, We have reviewed the information in this document and approve of Mir. Rolke's
remocel and addition in the neighborhood,  Please let this notation serve as our signatiires
of approval,

w-w-){m

The proposed remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. is acceptable to us, We do not believe

it will adversely affect the enjoyment or use of our property. We accept Mr. Ralke's argument
that he has made an earnest effort to meet the existing zoning standards but is hampered by
owning a small lot on a street that is dominated by significantly larger houses,

The proposed remodel and addition at 212 Edgechiff is NOQT acceptable to me for these reasons:

Signed: Mancy Blissett Signed: oy Blissett Chang

Date:

20 Wareh 2010



Paul Rolke has described to me his plans for a remodel and additian at 812 Edgecliff Ter. That discussion
included the following items:

Reviewing the elevations, site plan, and floor plan for the propased remaode! and addition.
Reviewing lot size, house size, and floor to area ratio for other houses an Edgecliff.

3. The existing house is approximately 2509 sq.ft. on a 5681 sq.ft. lot, resulting in a floor to area
ratio of approximately 44%.

4. The addition would increase the house to 2794 ft.2 with a floor area ratio of approximately 49%,
which exceeds what the McMansion ordinance allows by approximately 494 sq.ft,

3. The footprint of the existing house will actually be decreased slightly, except that a front porch
will be added. That porch will encroach into the 25 foot front setback,

6. The plans will maintain the existing 14 foot front setback at the southeast corer of the house

- and the existing covered porch on the east side of the house which will be trimmed back so as
not to encroach off the property but will not meet the 5 foot side building setback line.

7. The plans also cail for maintaining an existing two-story section at the rear of the house which is
approximately 15 feet wide and which protrudes into the 10 foot rear sethack line four feet.

8. The plans also maintain a portion of the existing wooden deck at the rear of the praperty which
encroaches on all 10 feet of the rear building setback line.

8. Presently, the impervious coverage on the property is 63% or 1040 sn.ft. over the 459
prescribed limit. The proposed remodel and addition would reduce the impervious coverage to
approximately 49% or 215 sq.ft. over the limit,

10. The front facade of a somewhat unsightly two-story addition done in 1998 will be reduced in
bulk and better fitted with the remainder of the house. The redbrick ranch-style exterior of the
hause will be changed to stonework or a product that simulates stonewaork,

11. The addition will all happen on the second story {excepting the front porch), and will all happen
on the back half of the house {give or take a couple of feet).

l/wa are the owners of the house at Q o '1‘")_ (NGl TE!Z/ZAC.Q'

—.. The proposed remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. is acceptable to me. | do not believe it
will adversely affect the enjoyment or use of my property. |accept Mr. Rolke's argument that he
has made an earnest effort to meet the existing zoning standards but is hampered by owning a
small ot on a street that is dominated by significantly larger houses,

—-.. The propased remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff is NOT acceptable to me for these reasons:

Signed: l@dz WMMM Signed:

Print Name: ﬁ:‘}'?“(l( ClA Wﬂ'??’?ﬁflf} Print Name:

Date: %/?—"’//D
/




Paul Rolke has described to me his plans for a remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. That discussion
included the following iterns:

1

Reviewing the elevations, site plan, and flaor plan for the proposed remodel and addition.
Reviewing lot size, house size, and floor to area ratic for other houses on Edgecliff.

The existing house is approximately 2509 sq.ft. on a 5681 s.ft. lot, resulting in a floor to area
ratto of approximately 44%.

The addition would increase the house to 2754 .2 with a floor area ratio of approximately 49%,
which exceeds what the McMansion ordinance allows by approximately 494 sq.ft.

The footprint of the existing house will actually be decreased slightly, except that a front parch
will be added. That porch will encroach into the 25 foot frant setback.

The plans will maintain the existing 14 foot front setback at the southeast corner of the house
and the existing covered porch on the east side of the house which will be trimmed back so as
not to encroach off the property but will not meet the 5 foot side building sethack line.

The plans also call for maintaining an existing two-story section at the rear of the house which is
approximately 15 feet wide and which protrudes into the 10 foot rear setback line four feet,
The plans also maintain a portion of the existing wooden deck at the rear of the property which
encroaches on all 10 feet of the rear building setback line.

Presently, the impervicus coverage on the property is 63% ar 1040 sq.ft. over the 45%
prescribed limit. The proposed remodel and addition would reduce the impervious coverage to
approximately 49% or 215 sq.ft. over the limit,

10. The front facade of a somewhat unsightly two-story addition done in 1998 will be reduced in

buik and better fitted with the remainder of the house. The redbrick ranch-style exterior of the
house will be changed to stonework or a product that simulates stonewnork.

11. The addition will all happen an the second story {excepting the front porch), and will all happen

on the back half of the house (give or take a couple of feet).

I/we are the owners of the house at ‘ %O% Qﬁp.:gﬁ fa \«'LCQ 'g‘{r‘f"'fc't_ .

L

The proposed remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. is acceptable to me. | do not believe it
will adversely affect the enjoyment or use of my property. |accept Mr. Rolke's argument that he
has made an earnest effort to meet the existing zoning standards but is hampered by owning a
small lot on a street that is dominated by significantly larger houses,

The proposed remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff is NOT acceptable to me for these reasons:

Signed:

Print Namae:




Paul Rolke has described to me his plans for a remode] and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. That discussion
included the following items:

1. Reviewing the elevations, site plan, and floor plan for the proposed remode] and addition.

2. Reviewing ot size, house size, and floor to area ratio for other houses on Edgecliff.

The existing house is approximately 2509 sq.ft. on a 5681 s5q.ft. lot, resulting in a floor to area
ratio of approximately 44%.

4. The addition would increase the house to 2794 fi.2 with a floor area ratio of approximately 49%,
which exceeds what the McMansion ordinance allows by approximately 494 sq.ft.

5. The footprint of the existing house will actually be decreased slightly, except that a front porch
will be added. That porch will encroach inta the 25 foot front setback.

6. The plans will maintain the existing 14 foot front setback at the southeast corner of the house
and the existing covered porch on the east side of the house which will be trimmed back so as
not to encroach off the property but will not meet the 5 foot side building setback fine.

7. The plans also call for maintaining an existing two-story section at the rear of the house which is
approximately 15 feet wide and which protrudes into the 10 foot rear sethack line four feet.

8. The plans also maintain a portion of the existing woaden deck at the rear of the property which
encroaches on all 10 feet of the rear building setback line.

9. Presently, the impervious coverage on the property is 63% or 1040 sq.ft. over the 45%
prescribed limit. The proposed remaodel and addition would reduce the impervious coverage to
approximately 49% or 215 sq.ft. over the lirmit.

10. The frent facade of a somewhat unsightly two-story addition done in 1998 will be reduced in
bulk and better fitted with the remainder of the house. The redbrick ranch-style exterior of the
house will be changed to stonework or a product that simulates stonewark.

11. The addition will all happen on the second story {excepting the front porch), and will all happen
on the back half of the house {give or take a couple of feet).

i@ ara the owners of the house at '%'O‘:If 7{% /Qﬁﬂm’.ﬂ Mh ,7( i&%%

_X The proposed remodel and addition at 812 Edgecllff Ter. is acceptable to me, | do not believe it
will adversely affect the enjoyment or use of my property, | accept Mr, Rolke's argument that he
has made an earnest effort to meet the existing zoning standards but is hampered by owning a
small lot on a street that is dominated by significantly larger houses.

werr The proposed remode! and addition at 812 Edgechiff is NOT acceptable to me for these reasons:

ol P 3 o~

7 _ ('“
Signed: 4@2 é;/n Signed: \m\L m.nf‘Jq /“UA MQ_BQ ®

Print Narme: (Pﬁmu A BEQQAH—(JK Print Name: __ £ 0 ULE/JB R E?RQA RO U
Date: &2//, [Z] 2010




Paul Rolke has described to me his plans for a remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. That discussion
included the following items:

1. Reviewing the elevations, site plan, and floor plan for the proposed remodel and addition.

2. Reviewing lot size, house size, and floor to area ratio for other houses on Edgecliff.

3. The existing house is approximately 2509 sq.ft. on a 5681 5q.f. lot, resulting In a floor to area
ratio of approximately 44%.

4. The addition would increase the house to 2794 ft.2 with g floor area ratio of approximately 49%,
which exceeds what the McMansion ordinance allows by approximately 494 sq.ft.

3. The footprint of the existing house will actually be decreased slightly, except that a front porch
will be added. That porch will encroach into the 25 foot front setback.

6. The plans will maintain the existing 14 foot front sethack at the southeast corner of the house
and the existing covered porch on the east side of the house which will be trimmed back sa as
not to encroach off the property but will not meet the 5 foot side huilding satback line.

7. The plans also call for maintaining an existing two-story section at the rear of the house which is
approximately 15 feet wide and which protrudes into the 10 foat rear setback line four feet.

8. The plans also maintain a portion of the existing wooden deck at the rear of the property which
encroaches on all 10 feet of the rear building setback line,

8. Presently, the impervious coverage on the property is 63% or 1040 sq.ft. over the 45%
prescribed limit. The proposed remodel and addition would reduce the impervious coverage to
approximately 49% or 215 sq.ft. over the limit.

10. The front fagade of a somewhat unsightly two-story addition done in 1998 will be reduced in
bulk and better fitted with the remainder of the house. The redbrick ranch-style exterior of the
house will be changed to stonework or a product that simulates stonework,

11. The addition will all happen on the second story (excepting the front porch), and will all happen
on the back half of the house (give or take a couple of feet).

I/we are the owners of the house at 800 C.CG{GIEEC«QH TWCA—

__Z Theﬁ%&éﬁéﬁ%model and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. is acceptable to me. | do not believe it
will adversely affect the enjoyment or use of my property. | accept Mr. Rolke's argument that he
has made an earnest effort to meet the existing zoning standards but is hampered by owning g
small fot on a street that is dominated by significantly larger houses.

—— The proposed remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff is NOT acceptable to me for these reasons:

Signed: '\M"’V M)ﬂ(/(/ﬁ/f/‘/ Signed:{]:; \\)L/-ﬁu_,

e

Print Name: ?O\W\. U\)ﬁx.\\ffu‘" Print Name; I'c A L‘&mtm
Date: aL‘/:L,l[/D




Paul Rotke has described to me his plans for 2 remode! and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. That
description included the following items:

1.

10.

11.

Reviewing the elavations, site plan, and floor plan for the proposed remodel and addition.
Reviewing lot size, house size, and floor to area ratio for other houses on Edgecliff.

The existing house is approximately 2509 sq.ft. on a 5681 sq.ft. lot, resulting in 2 floor to area
ratio of approximately 44%.

The addition would Increase the house to 2794 .7 with a floor area ratio of approximately 49%,
which exceeds what the McMansion ordinance allows by approximately 494 sq.ft.

The foatprint of the existing house will actuatly be decreased slightly, except that a front porch
will be addad. That porch will encroach into the 25 foot front setback by approx. 5 ft. which is
allowed under the McMansion Qedinance.

The plans will maintain the existing 14 foot front setback at the southeast carner of the house
and the existing covered porch on the east side of the house which will be trimmed back so as

not to encroach off the property but will not meet the 5 foot side building setback line.

The plans also calt for maintaining an existing two-story section at the rear of the house which is
approximately 15 feet wide and which protrudes into the 10 foot rear sethack line four feet.
The plans alse maintain a portion of the existing wooden deck at the rear of the property which
encreaches on all 10 feet of the rear building sethack line.

Presently, the impervious coverage on the property is 63% or 1040 sg.ft. over the 45%
prescribed limit. The proposed remodel and addition would reduce the impervious coverage to
approximately 49% or 215 sq.ft. over the limit.

The front facade of a somewhat unsightly two-stery addition done in 1998 will be reduced in
bulk and better fitted with the remainder of the house. The redbrick ranch-style exterior of the
house will be changed to stonewark or a product that simulates stonework.

The addition wilt all happen on the sacond story {excepting the front porch), and will all happet
on the back half of the house (give or take 5 couple of feet).

I/we are the owners of the hause at [ooe Qg \ =il

-

Y .. The proposed remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. is acceptable to me. | do not believe it

wilt adversely affect the enjoyment or use of my property. | accept Mr. Rolke's argument that he
has made an earnest effort to meet the existing zoning standards but is hampered by owning 3
small lot an a street that is dominated by significantly larger houses.

The proposed remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff is NOT acceptable to me for these reasons:

Signed: Clt Pl = S Slgned:

Print Name: (OB Ty Qﬁ&\/'ﬁ.“? Print Name:

pate: U ;[ 210



RE: 812 Edgecliff Ter. board of adjustment
Reeves, Robert [Robert_Reeves@xxx.com]

SENT Fri4/9/2010 2:06 PM

TC  Paul Rolke

Paul,

Please accept this letter as Maia and I's approval for your plans to improve your
property. We are very excited about your plans and wish you the best of luck in
securing your approval from the city.

Fm simply not close to a fax machine or scanner today and thought you would
much rather a response quickly.

Take care, neighbor!
Robert Reeves
Maia Langford
Owners 1000 Alta Vista



Paul Rolice has described to me his plans far a remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. That
description included the following items:

1. Reviewing the elevations, site plan, and floor plan for the proposed remodel and additian,
Reviewlng lot size, house size, and floor to area ratio for ather houses on Edgecliff.

3. The existing house is approximately 2509 sa.ft, on a 5681 sq.ft. lot, resulting In a floor to area
ratio of approximately 24%,

4. The addition would increase the house to 2794 ft.2 with a2 floor area ratio of approximately 49%,
which exceeds what the McMansion ordinance allows by approximately 494 sqg.ft.

5. The footprint of the existing house will actually be decreased slightly, except that a front porch
will be added, That porch will encroach into the 25 foot front setback by approx. 5 fi, which is
allowed under the McMansion Oedinance,

6. The plans will maintain the existing 14 foot front sethack at the southeast corner of the house
and the existing covered porch on the east side of the house which will be trimmed back so as
nat to encroach off the property but will not meet the 5 foot side building setback line.

7. The plans also call for maintaining an existing two-story section at the rear of the house which is
approximately 15 feet wide and which protrudes into the 10 foot rear setback line four feet.

8. The plans also maintain a portion of the existing wooden deck at the rear of the property which
encroaches on all 10 feet of the rear building setback line,

9. Presently, the impervious coverage on the property is 63% or 1040 sq.ft. over the 45%
prescribed limit, The proposed remodel and addition wouid reduce the impervious coverage to
appraximately 49% ar 215 sq.ft. over the limit.

10. The front fagade of a somewhat unsightly twa-story addition done in 1998 will be reduced in
bulk and hetter fitted with the remainder of the house. The redbrick ranch-style exterior of the
house will be changed to stonework or a product that simulates stonewark.

11. The addition will all happen on the second story (excepting the front porch), and will all happen
on the back half of the house (give ar take a couple of feet).

I/we are the owners of the house at Q az W M

_X The proposed remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff Ter. is acceptable to me. | do not helieve it
will adversely affect the enjoyment or use of my property. | accept Mr. Rotke's argument that he
has made an earngst effort to meet the existing zoning standards but is hampered by owning a
small lot on a street that is dominated by significantly larger houses.,

— The proposed remodel and addition at 812 Edgecliff is NOT acceptable to me far these reasons:

Signed: 22 % 222 zﬂmg, Slgned:

PrintName: NA p(XE M RTTL R E Print Name:

Date: @ o el



ROW # /O BXJ//Q O
CITY OF AUSTIN 0_, ] - 2000- 00 OG

APPLICATION TO BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT [ - C20] 0300/
GENERAL VARIANCE/PARKING VARIANCE

STREET ADDRESS: 812 Edgecliff Ter,
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Subdivision — Travis Heights
lot{s)__ 16 Block 53 Qutlot Division

I _Paul Rolke affirm that on March 12 , _ 2010, hereby apply for a hearing hefore the
Board of Adjustment for consideration to:

KX ERECT ___ATTACH___COMPLETE ___ REMODEL _X_ MAINTAIN

1.) Decrease the minimum lot size requirement of Section 25-2-492 (D) from 5,750
square feet to 5,681 square feet, a 1.2% decrease.

2.) Maintain an existing 4 ft. deep x 12 ft, wide protrusion of the house which
encroaches inte the 10 ft. rear setback.

3.} Maintain an existing rear wooden deck, which encroaches into the 10 ft. rear
sathack all the way to the property line.

4.} Reduce existing imparvious cover {currently 3 356 sa.ft. or 59%, which is 200
sq.ft_or approximately 1/3 aver the 45% limit) to 161 sa.ft. or % in excess of the
45% limit, An 84% reduction of the non-compliance,

5.) ‘Maintain (209 sq.ft.} and Add {281 so.ft) a Total of 490 sq.ft. or 9% exceedance of
allowed floor to area ratio,

ina__ SF-3-/1 ipdistrict.

R ( Dowdi Pairen Cotes

VARIANCE FINDINGS: | contend that my entitiement to the requested variance is
based on the following findings {see page 5 of applicaticn for explanation of findings):



REASONABLE LISE:

1. The zoning regulations applicable to the property do not allow for a reasonable use

because:

1.) SF3 zoning does not atlow reasonable development to occur on a small, shaliow,
irregularly shaped lot that is adjacent to 3 Greenbelt area.

HARDSHIP:

2. {a}The hardship for which the variance is requested is unigue to the property in that;

Converting an existing Duplex to a Single Family Residence makes complving with zoning
regulations more complicated and less efficient. Small lot (5486 sq. f.). Extremely
shallow lot: 71 ft. on one side, 46 ft on the other (due to curve of road). Conseauently,
na back vard except for 10 ft. setback. Three live oaks (16.5 ta 30 inches in diamaeter) at
NW corner occupy some of the limited buildable space. Excepting the addition of 281
net square feet of FAR increase, the offanding structures are pre-existing {see
supplemental information submitted). The lot is exactly 2s drawn on the 1913 Travis

Heights Piat.

(b} The hardship is not genera! to the area in which the property is located
because:

In General, other lots in the area are substantially larger, are not irreaular due to curving
street ROW and do not have protected trees in the legal building area. The two other
lots on the lake side of Edpechif are also shallow but not reduced by a curving strest
ROW, Other lots in the neighborhood are sufficiently large, when using FAR as the sole
measyre of compatibility with respect to house size and bulk, to allow develapment
equal to or preater in size than the proposed remodel and addition. Other lots in the
area are sufficiently deep to allow 32 ft. of building depth plus six ft. of hack porch deck
without encreaching on the rear setback,




AREA CHARACTER:

3. The variance will not alter the character of the area adjacent to the property, will
not impair the use of adjacent conforming property, and will not impair the purpose
of the regulations of the zoning district in which the property is located hecause:

At rear and on SE side, lot adioins city park land which cannot be built on, therefore the
need for light, air, and separation of structures and utilities is not a salient issue. About
two feet beyond rear lot line is a roughly 35 ft. cliff down ta the shore of Lady Bird Lake,
which further diminishes the impact of subject property’s sethack encroachments on
the adjeining city park land. The only privately owned abutting lot (808) has 3 house
which encroaches beyond the rear property line approstimately 5-13 f. with a concrete
porch encroaching an additional 8 ft. beyond the house, has over 50% impervious cover,
and a FAR in excess of 50%. Therefore it is not a conforming property in regard to the
specific variances requested here. The Only other house on the same side of Edgecliff is
approx. 160 ft. from the subject lot and also has no back vard except for the rear
setback and the setback is completely covered with a 100% impervious porch. The
intersection of Fdgecliff and Alta Vista, where the subject property is located, is
dominated by two massive houses (5,223 sq. ft. and 3374 sq. ft.) which would be hard
for anything built on the subject property to aesthetically overwhelm. Further, one of
those houses fronts on AltaVista, therefore the sethack from Edgecliff is only 10 feet.
The proposed house at 2,790 sq.ft. is smaller than the allowed development on the
average lot in Travis Heights. and smaller than the average allowed and existing
development on Edgecliff or the four nearest lots. Because the hardships under which
the variances are sought are unique to the property, granting the variance will not
create a precedent which impairs the purpose of the ardinance. Maintenance of
existing structures at the rear of the property and a modest addition towards the rear of
the existing house should have minimal impact on these properties or anv others in the
area. The changes proposed in this remodel and addition will take an existing duplex
and convert it_to a single-family home, minimize the impacts of a previous and
somewhat coarse second-story addition, alter a redbrick ranch-stvle facade which
mismatches everv other house on the street, conform to the intent of the ordinance,
and generally create a contemporary house which fits better with the surrounding
neighborhood than the existing house.

PARKING: (Additional criteria for parking variances only.)



APPLICANT CERTIFICATE — [ affirm that my statements contained in the complete application
are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Signed /a// M—— Mait Address_ 812 Edeecliff

City, State & Zip ___Austin, TX 78704

Printed Paul Rolke Phone (512) 992- 0472 Date

OWNERS CERTIFICATE — [ affirm that my statements contained in the complete application are
true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Signed /{/ | 1/4//- Mail Address__ 812 Fdgecliff

City, State & Zip Austin, TX 78704

Printed Paul Rolke Phone ___ (512) 992-0472 Date %54,52@




N Board of Adjustments

N el CcASEs C15-2010-0000
ADDRESS: B12 EDGECLIFF TER
GRID: J21
SUBJECT TRACT MANAGER: SUSAN WALKER
Hﬂ -]
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—— 1M Flour Dc{rclq;)ment : T

© Agsistant Ceater. 505 | o>

Rarlnn Snrnes Roml ;
&=

Kramer Sorvice Canter 5k Elmo Service Centor

2412 Kramer Lane, Bldg. "C" Ausﬂ:m Energy 4411-B Melnardus Drive
Anstin, Texas 78758 Electrie Service Plannine Application { FSPA) Austln, Texag 18714
(511) 505-72006 . (T'lease Print or Type) ‘ (512) 505-7500

225 amps 3

For Residential or Small Commercial SSERVICE ONLY™ prider 350 amps 1c¥ or

Customer Name FQL{_/‘ KD.HC“{* Phone 7?2‘5)%7?_,
Address J 12, E:-Jj.e. M EE Ter,

Legal Description__ Trapls H M‘\:‘tb s

ot | & Black_ & 3 Comrmerdcial/Residentialy Ke §

—— e |

T eI e

Service Main Size — (amps) Service Conductor . {type & sizg)
. -;| e
Service Length ﬁgﬁ Q)Blumber of Meters: JMulb-Fual Y o
{ Ov?@nderground? Voltage ’U,:f, H ﬁ%ing]c phase (162) [] Three-phuse (363
Total Square Footage _Jotal A/C Load i x; (# or units) _______ (Tons)

Largest A/C unit ol {Tons) LRA of Largest A/C Unit Q“}’/r: (@arnps)

Electric Heating (kW) Other __

(kW)

Comments: LB\MT“”) ’hf’ 6%1:‘:7)”"1 ;\GH%/ qm»jﬁ.ﬁw
WrTh <ecowd 1C/4€1r:ﬁ"*/ Life %4@7&

ESPA Completed by (Signature & Print namia) Date -~ Phone

KE‘R@presentative Date
Appmved%(es [[] No (Remarks on back) Phone O/7L/'a;7\€73 o
Application expires 180 days after date of Approvai

AE APPROVED
All gtructuras te, riuet malntaln 75" DEC 1.8 2809
tlearance from AE anerglzed power , 562 v
fines. Enforced by AE & NESC codes. RLS
i




City of Austin
BUILDING PERMIT

Type: RESIDENTIAL  Status: In Review

812 EDGECLIFF TER

Issue Date; EXPIRY DATE: 0211212010
I N 3
LECAL DESCRIPTION SITE APPHOVAL ZONING
i: 16 Biogk; 5 islan:
Lo ock:  Subdivisian SE-LNP
FROFOEED QCCUPANCY: | WORK PERMITTER:  Addition and Romedel ] ISSUED BY:
****Panial demo of front fight comer of garage, rear northwest comer and raof. Addition ta odd 2 bedrooms and frent porch. Full infterior remodel. Interior wall demao included.
Changa of use to convorl duplex o single tamily {work 1o include remuoval of kitchen).

TOTAL SQFT VALUATION

TYPECONST | USE CAT. GROUP | FLODRS | UNITS # 0OF PKG SPACES

ot Val Rem: 4.00 434

TOTAL BLDG. COVERAGE Y% COVERAGE

TOTAL IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE % COVERAGE

# OF BATHROOMS METER SIZE

r ’
Contact Fhono Contact Phong
Applicant, Rory Salance (303) 8164379
o S F
; = :
7 § - :
Inzpection Requiroments
Building Inspection
All Buildings, Fences, Landseaping, Patinn, Flatwork And Other Ures Or CObs

structions Of A Drainage Easomant Are Prohibiled, Unloss Expressly Porminad By A Liconse
Agrasment Approved By COA Autharizing Use Of Tha Easement.

Section 25-11-94 Expiration and extonsion of permit (Active Parmits will oxpira 180 days at 11:59:58 pm after dato of 1ast inspection pastoed). If
you allow this pormit ta expire, you will bo required to submit a new application & pay new foos.

The fallowing permits are required as a saparate permit; See Machanicat, Electrical, Plumbing permits for Related Fees and Inspections.
( Commonts

Itre safley permit #1907 0109908F.

\,

By Accepting Qr Paying For Thia Parmit You aro Doclaring That You Are The Owner Or Authorized By Tha Owner That The Data Submitted At The Time O Application Was “frue
Facts Ang That Tha Work Wit Canform Ta The Plans Ang Specitication Submiited Herewih.

A

Page 1 of 2 To Schedule An Inspection, Call 512-480-0623 Printed; 13/29/10 10:26



City of Austin
BUILDING PERMIT

i
ATEIEH

PERMIT NO: 2010-012063-PR Type: RESIDENTIAL  Status: In Review
812 EDGECLIFF TER

lssue Date: EXPIRY DATE: 02/12/2010
(LEGAI DESGRIFTION ™

SITE APPROVAL ZONING
Lot: 16 Block:  Subdivizion:

PROPCISED OCCURPANCY: WORK PERMITTED:  Lifs Safety [ ISSUED RY:

Life: Safely for certificate of occupancy New Garage 8 2nd FI Storage WiLoft & Bathrm &Addr & Cver Portion Df Exist Wood Dock To Cregte Dining Rm Expansion & Stairs

TOTAL SQFT VALUATIOIN TYPE GONST.{ USE AT, GROUP | FLODRS | UNITS | #C0F PKG SPACES
NowfAddn: 1,050
Tat Val Rem: 5.00 435 2 2

TOTAL BLOG, COVERAGE Yo COVERAGE [FOTAL IMPERVIOUS COVERAGH % COVERAGE | # OF BATHROOMS METER SIZE
[ Contact Phone Contact Phone )

Applicant, Rary Salance (303) B18.4379
> —
- A
Inspoction Requiroments

Building I4pectian

L J
All Buildings, Fonces, Landscaping, Patios, Flatwork And Other Lises € Qbztructions Of A Drainage Easement Are Prohibiled, Unloss Expresssly Pormitted By A Llconso
Agreament Approved By COA Autharizing Use ©Ff The Easement.

Soctlon 25-11-94 Explration and extonzlan of permit {Active Fermits wilt oxpire 180 days at 11:59:59 pm after dato of last inspection posted). If

you allaw this permlt to expire, you will ba required to submit a new application & pay now fees.
Tha fallowing permits are required 23 a separate permit: Soo Mechanical, Eloctrieat, Plumbing parmits for Related Fees and Inspections.
[ Comments

Expired Pormit Number, 1997-010998BR

L

]
By Accapting Qf Paylng For This Permit Yeu are Declaring That Yau Are The Qwner O Autharized I

¥ The Owner That The Data Submisted At The Time OF Application Was Trua
Facta And That Tho Wark Wili Corfarm To The Plans And Spetification Submitod Horewith

Fage 1 af 2

To Schedule An Inspection, Call 512-480-0623 Primterd; 33/29/10 10:26



‘Rose Modrsall ” " Bl2Z Edgecliff Terrace
154 1 5% - -
Travis Helghts .
“@pen-earport Btlached to duplex.- 3
46635 11-1-50 $475.00
Floyd Johns



‘Rose Modrall " 812 Edgecliff Drive
154 16. L 53 -
"Travia Helghts -
Brick venesr duplex.
59877 10-11-48 $12000.00
Beb Bright



Susan Walker (or whoever is covering for Susan right now);
Board of Adivatiment

505 Barton Springs Rd., second floor

Austin, TX 78704

Re: BOA case — C15 2010 — 0009, a.k.a. 812 Edgechff

The referenced case should be on the agenda for the March board meeting. | am hereby requesting a
one-month delay, whereby the board would take up this case in their April meeting.

Funderstand that this is late notice {0 request such a change, My architact, Rory Balance and | met with
Sylvia Benavidez last Friday to submit an application for a FAR variance through the RDCC. Inthe
course of reviewing the application Sylvia came up with 3 to 5 variances we need from the BOA, in
addilion ta the three already requested in the BOA application currently fited. | did not leave that meeting
with sufficient clarity about the additional variances. Therefore | am unable to draft @ clear and compiete
revision to my BOA application until these issues are clarified. Sylvia is out of the office until Wednesday

and looked more or less solid until Friday.  That is why | am requesting this delay at this relatively late
data.

{ do not plan to start construction on my remadel for a few months, so this delay will not adversely affect
me. |hope that it does not create problems for you in terms of the notification process ete,

' assume you will have a mountain of work to address when you are able {a get back to work full-time,
When you have finished putting out the raging fires, | would appreciate your getting in touch with me,

Thank you for your atlention to this matter, And | hope that your recovery is as thorough and painless as
possible,

Sinceraly,

Paui Rolke
Owner
812 Edgeclif Ter.




Page 1 ol'1

Walker, Susan

From: Paul Rolke [prolke@earthlink.net]

Sent:  Tuesday, February 16, 2010 6:17 AM

To: Walker, Susan

Ce: '‘Rory Salance'; Benavidez, Sylvia

Subject: BOA case — C15 2010 — 0009, a k.a. 812 Edgecliff

Susan Walker (or whoever is covering for Susan right now):
Board of Adjustment

505 Barton Springs Rd., second floor

Austin, TX 78704

Re: BOA case ~ C15 2010 — 0009, a.k.a. 812 Edgecliff

The referenced case should be on the agenda for the March board meeting. | am hereby requesting a one-month delay, wheraby
the board would take up this case in their April meeting.

| understand that this is late notice to request such a change. My architect, Rory Salance and | met with Sylvia Benavidez last
Friday to submit an application for a FAR variance through the RDCC. In the course of reviewing the application Sylvia came up
with 3 to 5 variances we need from the BOA, in addition to the three already requested in the BOA application currently filed. | did
not leave that meeting with sufficlent clarity about the additional variances. Therefore | am unable to draft a clear and cormplete
revision to my BOA application until these issues are clarified. Sylvia is out of the office until Wednesday and looked maore or less
solid until Friday. That is why | am requesting this delay at this refatively late date.

| do not ptan to start construction on my remodel for a few months, so this delay will pot adversely affect me. | hope that it does
not create problems for you in terms of the notification process elc.

| assume you will have a mountain of work to address when you are able to get back to work full-time, When you have finished
putting aut the raging fires, | would appreciate your getting in touch with me.

Thank you for your attentien to this matter. And | hope that your recavery s as thorough and painless as possible,

Sincerely,

Paul Rolke
Owner
812 Edgecliff Ter.

Paul Rolke

812 Edgechiff Ter.
Austin TX 78704
{(512) 9920472

2/16/2010



Page 1 of 1

Walker, Susan

From: Paul Rolke [prolke@earthlink.net]
Sent:  Thursday, January 14, 2010 10:03 PM
To: Walker, Susan

Subject: 812 Edgecliff Rolke BOA application

Ms. Walker;
As we discussed a couple of weeks ago, | would like to delay the BOA variance application for 812 Edeecliff so that it will be
considered in the March Board meeting. You asked that | Jet you know about the delay by this week. Please reply to verify that

you received this e-mail and that my application will be considered at the March Board meeting.

Thank You,
Paul Rolke
812 Edgecliff Ter.

Austin TX 78704
(512) 992-0472

12172010



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE VARIANCE

Maiting Date: April 1, 2010 Cuse Nomber: €15-2010-0000

Pleuse be advised thal the City of Austin bas received an application for v vorianee from U Land Development Code,

Applicant : Paul Rolke Telephone : {5127992-0472
Address B2 EDGECLIFF TER Lot: 16 Block:  Subdivision: Trevis Heights
Varianee Request(s): “The spplicant Tas tespaesged i varionee to deeteass the mininwm rear vald sellack requirement of

Sautian 25-2-492 (D) fram L0 fect (06 Geet for 8 15 fo slingr seppion of the residence s Trom 10
et 10 1) teet for the exisling year deek in order to ciect un adddition to and change e e of oo exiring
thrplex residential e (n y sngte-tumily reshdenee in an “SF-3-NP7, Family Resilence - Neiglshat luut
Plag weming disivi),

The pppheant iag requested s vierineece 1o inerease the Miasimen IRPErYIoNs covelape tepirement of
Sehon 25-2-492 {1 Toain 45% {030 exiating) o A8

seve ol existing duphex eesiden il vae 10 8 single- iy vesrdence in an “SF-3-N0" Tamiy
Residence — Neiphharhood ®lan zoning disliicl.

_ | Formatien: Font: 12 pt
7 { meleted: 5

n vndder o erect an wddilion 10 and change fhe

Ve spplicant ns cequested o varimee (o deerense the miniingm bl size reqairement ul Secieop 25-2-

A9 (33} from 5,750 aquare ool s 368 | square fieet in ot tn erect am addithon oy elumpe, thense { Deloted: i _}
of i exating dugiles resilentil wse 4o 0 single-family sesidence 1 an “SF-3-N1% Yanmly Besidence - ; { T I }
Neighbut hassd Plan somny diatriet. o Sty -

{_ Formatted: Font: 12 pt ]

The sgplicimt has requasted a varinmer 1 deerenze e mininmm side yvard sctback 1anitement of
section 25-2-192 1133 Gum 5 eet 1o O foet along the west propenty ine in atdet (o maintmg o screetied
coverad wond deck in arder to erect at mdditivn (o and ehange he wse ul an exaating duples tesideniinl
nse e wingbe=nmily residenes inan SESLNPT, Family Residence Neighborkvexl Pl anning
destrict, (e mat with foln Meldenald = based an jugsgnlin o 194 acvisd photy of e porel they will
frent it as. existipe smcomnbunt o aceep f s sl o varianes,)

The applicant e regquested 2 vacianee (oadeciesse te minimum fawt sioeet setbocl: regiiteinen] ul'
Seetion 252282 (D) from 23 feol o 144 teel in order to ckcet an whditim 1o and chatge e yse ol an
enisting suplex residential wse o s single-Gmily residenee in an “S5.3-NE, Fanfly Residence
Neighbochood Plan condng disirict {We met witls Jubn feDonnld - beeanse this [he Lot print af e
sl B hongs they walt sreat it s exfating ool oed aeeept il dsosithout o vacianee,)

Thee applicamt luig requested a viniance b inerease the makinmin M o area ratio teuinement ol
Sufichapter 17 Article 2 Sabsection 201 from 4 to 1.0 1 A% o | 0 i order 4o nLainlain (209 suare foet)
e akld {281 squate featy in evder 10 ereet an addition 1o and chinge e use of anesisting dirplex
residentinl uae tea single-Ganly residence in an “SE-3-81, Faily Residenee  Neipliberhood Man
zoning Jdistiivl,

Thig wppliculivn is schediled (o be heard by the Board of Adjustment an Aprit 12, 2010, The meeting will be hetd at Cigy
Cuuneil Chambers, 301 West 2™ Streat bepinssing ul 5:30 PM.

You nre belng walificd because City Qrdinance reqwess that ol properly vwinas send uihty sceount hokles witlm 500 feet of e e
developaeit amf p¥ected neighborlind atgawizations be netiffed when ae apphention ie schedudad for o pulilio earitg. 1T yun have any
duertinus celerne this spplicatinn, plese contoct. Susan Walket af the Manning and Develupnent Beview Cepartient a1 $74-3200 and
refer o the Cise Mamber o the up nplst of this notice.  However, you may slao il infonmation oo his cwe ot our web site
www.elanstintaushleseeview/index.jsp.

Far additinnal mformation on the Ciiy ol Anstns land development pricesa, plense visit ow wels sife www, ciaustin (uflevelopment.
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